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1.0 INTRODUCTION

General comments refer to the overall organization and quality of the entire work plan

or sections of the plan Specific comments are referenced to a particular paragraph in the

text.

2.0 GENERAL COMMENTS

Section 1.0 describes the OU12 background and physical setting. The text is similar
to other work plans and provides an adequate description of the site. Several of the
figures used in Section 1.0 bave come from work plans for other OUs with little or

no modification. Therefore, several minor improvements in the figures would make

them appropriate for this work plan The specific comments section dlscusses these
unprovcmcnts ' :

_Section 2.0 (site characterization, previous investigations, geology and hydrology, -

nature of contamination, and site conceptual model) is largely drawn from existing
documents. The site characterization section is based on the historic release report
(HRR) and summarizes the hlstory of each mdxvxdual hazardous substance site
(THSS). :

-The previous investigations sections summarize several past studies and note that the -
* polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) contamination at OU12 will be investigated in a

separate program. This is important because several potential areas of contamination
(PACs) in the HRR are identified as potential PCB spills. Additionally, the
sandblasting area, identified as PAC 400-807 in the HRR, will be mvesuoated under

' the THSS 157 2 (Radioactive Sites South) activities.

The geology and hydrology section summarizes of the information found in the Final

- Geologic Characterizarion Report for 1989 (EG&G, 1990). However, it contains one

glaring error: well 15889 has been mislocated on all the figures in this section.- This
results in some h1°hly unprobable hydrolovm maps and interpretations. Therefore,
this section will require some significant rewriting and chanoes to all fioures whxch
use values from well 15 889 for mapping. ' .

- The nature of | contammauon szctmn 1s based on the HRR and some’ new vahdated

data It accumtcly summanzes thc cxxstmv knowlcdoe of OU12 contammanon
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Section 4.0 (data requirements and data quality objectives) contains a generic
discussion from previous RFP work plans for other OUs. Significantly though, the
discussion on sample spacing takes into account the size and type of contaminants in
each THSS. The elements and compounds for analysis includes the complete suite
from the target compound list (TCL), volatile organics, target analyte list (TAL)




) mctais, and radionuclides. This appears to be a reasc;nable Phase 1 approach because
of the variety of contamination, the minimal documentation on what was released at
each IHSS, and the proximity of the various IHSSs.

Section 6.0 (in the field sampling plan [FSP]) i§ organized along the lines suggested
by CDH and EPA for the FSP OU 10 RFL/RI work plan. The described procedures
in general appear adequate to mect the objectives set out in Section 6.1 of the FSP.

. Nevertheless, the FSP must include some discussion of the detection limits for the
high purity germanium (HPGe) and the mobile gas chromatograph (GC) systems.
Due to special concerns regarding potential calibration problems with the HPGe,
SOPs for the radiation surveys using the HPGe, in both laboratory and field settings,
must also be submitted as a part of this work plan. Because much of the following
work at OU 12 will be based on the results of these studies, the quality of the data
they generate must be discussed and documented.

The individual figures showing sampling locations for each IHSS are certainly useful
and necessary. It might also be advantageous to present all of the IHSSs (except
147.2) and associated sampling locations on one figure. By doing this, duplication of
sampling efforts resulting from overlapping IHSSs would be avoided and spaual
relationship of all sample locations could be easily discerned.

Section 8 (human health risk assessment) presents a cohesive strategy to carry out the
human health risk assessment for OU12. It discusses in sufficient detail the four
essential components of the risk assessment process as outlined in the Risk Assessmenz
Guidance for Superfund, Volume I, Human Health Evaluarion Manual (RAGS) (EPA,
1989). Each section presents enough information to conclude that the correct
methodology will be employed. Although additional specific information would be
helpful, it is not necessary as long as all pertinent information will be submitted for
EPA review prior to conducting the investigation.

The work plan contains two problem areas to EPA’s stated position, and EPA
guidance (1989). The first is the intention to use the International Commission on
Radiological Protection (ICRP) procedures to estimate risk. The second involves the
strategy to be used in selecting potential chemicals of concem (COCs). The following
" sections contain 3pecxfic comments regarding these deficiencies.

_ Secﬁon 9.0 (environmental evaluation) describes how the QU12 environmental
evaluation work plan will be incorporated into the OU9 environmental evaluation.

This approach is acceptable as long as the QU9 study covers the entire RFP mdustrzxé'lh
area.
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3.0 SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Section 1.0, Page 1, second paragraph. Séveral mistakes are present here and
comrections need to be made: third sentence, delete the word program and replace the
word six with sixteen; the fourth sentence is incomplete and should be either deleted
or completed; fifth sentence, CDH is the lead agency for OU12, not EPA.

Section 1.3.3.8, page 21. This section describes the lithology of the Arapahoe
Formation and discusses the difficulty in distinguishing between it and the Laramie
Formation. It is recommended that the discrepancies that arise from the stratigraphic
interpretation put forth in the Phase IT Geologic Characterization, (EG&G 1992), be
more clearly explained here so that subsequent references to the Arapahoe and

Laramie formations are consistent and not confusing. Specifically, for the central and
~ western areas of the plant, the Phase II GC report correlates the uppermost or No.1
Arapahoe sandstone to what it calls the Arapahoe marker bed. It goes on to use the
base of this interval as the contact between the Arapahoe and Laramie formations,
whereas previous reports include five sandstone intervals in the Arapahoe formation.
As a result, the thickness of the Arapahoe formation according to the Phase II GC is
between 15°-25’ as opposed to approximately 150’ as stated in this work plan and in
most previous reports.

Section 1.3.3.8. page 24, second paragraph. The conclusion stated here that the
unconfined aquifer at RFP is "... not generally believed to be capable of producing
economical amounts of water", must either be quantitatively documented or be
deleted. The discussion of hydraulic conductivities of the aquifer in this section is not
sufficient to draw such a conclusion.

Figure 1-4. The legend for this figure shows RFP as draining to various surface
water monitoring sites. These monitoring sites are not discussed in the text or
legend. The text or legend should descnbe these sites or they should be removed
from the ﬁvure :

qure 1-8. This figure was first used in the OU8 work plan and still shows the
outline of OU8 on the map. This outhne should be removed to av01d confusmn about
its purpose on th.lS ﬁvure . st

el

Figure 1- 1Q Th1s ﬁvure 'shows a stnmgraphrc ‘column from LeRoy and Wexmer
(1971). A more demled stratigraphic section that also includes a revised = - ™ _
interpretation for the contact between the Arapahoe and Laramie Formations must be
substituted for the older section. Figure 4-53 from Phase IT Geologic
Characrerization, (EG&G, 1992), shows this revision alongside a previous
stratigraphic column and would be a much better figure to use in this work plan. It
would also conform to the geologic map and cross-section shown in figures 1-11 and
1-12 that were taken from the same document. '




10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

Figure 1-11. This figure is a geologic map of the RFP area. The symbols for the
cross section should be added to the explanation portion of this figure.

Figure 1-12. This figure is a geologic cross section, the ends of which should be
labeled A and A’ to correspond to its location on the previous geologic map.

Section 2.1.3, page 7. second paragraph. The first sentence incorrectly states that the
outline of IHSS 157.2 includes the soils surrounding building 440. It actually runs
along the north side of building 440 and only includes the paved area north of 440.

Section 2.1.3. page 8. first paragraph. This paragraph discusses background
contaminant levels in a ditch south of Building 444. It is unclear how these

background values relate to the site-wide background geochemical report. This must
be clarified. :

Section 2.1..7I page 16. THSS 147.1 has been officially traﬁsfcrrcd to OU9 for
investigation and need not be included in the final version of this work plan.

Section 2.2.2. page 26, first paragraph. Since many of the PCB sites fall into the
OU12 boundaries, it is appropriate to briefly discuss here the plans for investigation
of these sites. The statement that it is assumed that separate programs will handle
such acuvmcs is insufficient.

Section 2.2.2, gaoe 26, second paragraph. This section discusses'prcvious
investigations and the impacts of other OUs on OU12. However, it does not discuss
how investigations of THSSs found within the boundaries of OU12 but assigned to

other OUs will be coordinated with the OU12 investigation. This must be clarified in
this section.

Section 2.3.2, page 33, second paragraph. The third sentence incorrectly states that
alluvial water levels are highest during late summer and fall. Spring to early summer
is when recharge is greatest and the water table is highest. The significance and

veracity of the last part of the sentence, "... whereas some wells go dry at this time
of year.", needs further explanation.. :

Section 2.3, page 28, pafam ph 2.. This paragraph states that Appendix D 'c.ontains
borehole logs for all well locations used in the work plan. The borelog for Well -
15889 could not be found in the appendix... This borelog needs to be added, and.. .

Appendix D needs to be checked to make sure it contains 2l the wells shown on “‘—
Figure 2-30. .

Section 2.3.2, page 35, paragraph 2. The inﬂuénce of inﬁlléd utility trenches and
footing drains to the hydrogeology of OUI2 is discussed in this paragraph. These.
potential preferred migration pathways are very important and must be identified as
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

thoroughly as possible prigr to any sampling so that sample locations are
appropriately located. The statements here indicate that locations of these features
will not be determined prior to initiating fieldwork and therefore will not be used in
placing sample locations in areas of potentially preferred migration pathways.

Section 2.3.2, page 36, paragraph 2. This entire paragraph must be deleted since the
mislocation of well 15889 explains what appeared to be a very anomalous ground
water mound. :

Section 2.4.1, page 37, paragraph 2. This paragraph discusses a release that
contaminated the IHSS 116.1 area. However, the time frame of the release is not
given. The time of the release should be added to this discussion if available.

Section 2.4.1.], page 38, paragraph 2. This paragraph states that normal beryllium
concentrations are 0.01 to 2 milligrams per gram (mg/g) of soil. However, no
reference for citing this relatively high background value is given. - A reference must
be added for these values.

Section 2.4.2.1, pace 43, paragraph 1. This paragraph discusses beryllium
concentrations in soils and refers to Figure 2-37. The units of concentration for
beryllium on Figure 2-37 are explained as micrograms per kilogram (ug/kg) whereas
the units are expressed as mg/kg on page 43 and Table 2-4. This discrepancy needs
to be corrected.

Section 2.4.2.1, page 43, paragraph 1. This paragraph states that chromivm
concentrations ranged from 5.5 to 34 mg/kg. These values include concentrations in
the deeper soils, which are those below 3 feet deep. However, Figure 2-37 shows
only the chromium concentrations for shallow soils. The text must be clarified to
note that Figure 2-37 depicts data from only the top three feet.

Section 2.4.2.1, page 43, paregra ph '7 The data presented in Table 2-4 indicate
slightly higher concentrations in soils at depths greater than 3 feet as opposed to
slightly lower as stated in the text.: Tlus must be corrected.

Section 2.4.2.1. page 44, last paragraph. - This section states that ground water quahty
data is only available from two wells in the vicinity of OU12, neither of which - :
actually lie in its boundaries. Were none of the dozen or so wells which are acma.lly
shown to be in OU12, actually sampled for ground water analysxs" I thcy WETE ...
sampled, why is the data not available? = o

Section 2.4.2.2 pace 47 paraeraph 4. This section discusses the shallow soil and
groundwater analytical data in relation to background data presented in the

-. Background Geochemical Characterizarion Report (EG&G, 1990). After review by
EPA, the geochemical characterization approach has been extensively revised.




25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

30.

31.

Therefore, discussion of contamination compared to background must be qualified as
related to interim values at this time.

Section 2.5.4, page 59. The primary goal of the OU12 RFI/RI is to gather data that
can be used to define the nature and extent of contamination, which can also be used

o support a Bascline Risk Assessment. This correction must be made to the first

sentence of this section.

Fieures 2-29.30.31,34,.35,36.37.and 38. These figures have well 15889 mislocated.
The Geological Characterization Report (EG&G, 1992) lists the state coordinates for
this well as being 749125 North and 2080718 East. This puts well 15889 about 2000’
west of the location shown and at the west central edge of these figures. When
properly plotted, all anomalous features disappear from these figures. This well must
be plotted in the correct location, and the associated figures and text related to its
misplacement must also be corrected as needed. Additionally, it is suspected that
wells 17889, 11989, and 11589 were abandoned in 1989. The active or abandoned
status must be verified for all wells shown in these figures, so that existing active
wells might be incorporated into the field sampling' plan.

Section 3. The preliminary identification of potential chemical-specific Applicable or
Relevant and Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) for surface water and ground water
presented in this section is the subject of a separate review process and comments
from the EPA and CDH will be submitted in a separate document. The final version
of this work plan must be amended to reflect any such comments that are submitted.

Section 3.2, page 8, paracraph 3. Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs) for those
chemicals that do not have ARARs associated with them should be calculated
assuming more than industrial land use as is stated here. A future onsite residential
land use scenario must also be used in such calculations so that a range of PRGs
might be established that can be applied to various future land uses.

Section 4.1.2.2, page 4, paracraph 4. This paragraph states that the mean

concentration of chromium in OU12 is less than the background concentration. Itis ..
- significant that none of the sample locations are within the areas of the former cooling .
‘tower ponds that were thought to be contaminated with chromium. Therefore,

chromium contamination 1cvels at OU12 are stll unknown _This fact must be added
to this discussion.
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Sectinn -2.'1.4, pag e 7, paracvra= ph 2. Thc f'u'st scntencc statcs i;lnat' selcct OU12 THSSs.

will be characterized for nature and extent of contamination. This must be-changed to

apply to all OU12 IHSSs.

Section 4.1.4, page 7, last paragraph. Collection of OU12 surface water data through
the sitewide program is mentioned here. To ensure that the needs of the OU12
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34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

RFU/RI are met for this type of data, additional discussion must be included in Section
6, Field Sampling Plan, regarding surface water sampling locations, numbers of
samples, types of analysis, etc.

Section 4.2.5, page 16, paragraph 3. What is the sixth type of activity to be
performed? (Only five are listed here).

Section 5.55.2, page 8. last paragraph. "Site-specific background concentrations” are
cited as being the levels above which sample concentrations are considered evidence
of contamination. The term, site-specific background concentrations, needs to be
further defined so that its applicability may be assessed.

Section 5.5.2, page 9, paragraph 1. This paragraph states that data will also be
compared to sitewide background values from the Final Background Geochemical
Characierization Report for 1989 (EG&G, 1990). As previously stated, background

. values from this report have not been approved as being final values for such uses,

Section 6.2.1.1, page 4, paragraph 2. The assumption that "... mdionuclide »
distribution is relatively homogeneous over the field of view, and that the distribution
varies only with depth” may not be valid for releases that have only impacted
relatively small areas, as is the case for many in OU12. Field of view for the HPGe

' is stated as being a circle of either 45° or 195’ in diameter, depending on mounting

height. Further discussion must be included that will define "relatively homogenous"
and clarify this statement.

Section 6.2.1.1, page 5, paragraph 2. The use of tripod vs. vehicle mounted
detectors is discussed here. It is also necessary to discuss any differences in
sensitivities between the two systems and how results gathered using the different
techniques will be correlated.

Section 6.2.1.1, page 6, paragraph 1. This paragraph discusses soil sampling for
radionuclides in areas now covered with asphalt. It states that depth profiles to use
with the HPGe survey will not be taken in these areas. Soil profiles must be taken in
these areas for the same reason that it is being done in unpaved areas and also to
determine. if the original surface soil has been dxsturbed between the nme of
contammanon and asphalt pavmt7 R

S E e e e Bl e e b sen
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Section 6.2. 1 1 page 6, paragraph 2. This paravmph discusses the use of a -
laboratory-based HPGe detector. 1t states that the HPGe detector will detect
concentrations of gamma-emitting, off-site radionuclides. It is not clear from this
statement what is meant by "off-site radionuclides” or how these will be separated
from RFP-generated radionuclides. This point must be clarified.




39.

40.

41.

43.

Depending upon the confidence level for which the laboratory HPGe detector results
will be confirmed by offsite laboratory analysis, it might be prudent to preserve all,
or a portion of all soil samples, that will be analyzed by the laboratory HPGe for
possible submittal to offsite labs. By doing this, if it is found that there are problems
with the laboratory HPGe, it would not be necessary to collect an additional set
samples. Further discussion of this matter in the work plan is necessary.

Section 6.2.1.2, page 8, paragraph 1. This paragraph discusses the use of a hydraulic
probe rig for soil gas sampling. It states that "at several sites where no historical
evidence of volatile organic cormpound contamination exists, soil and groundwater
screening samples will be collected in the absence of a prior soil gas survey." The
reason for collecting these samples needs to be clarified in the text.

Section 6.3, page 18, paragraph 2. This paragraph discusses how uncontaminated
IHSSs will be delineated. Such a discussion is premature and must be eliminated
from this section.

Section 6.3.1, page 22, garaora,' ph 2. The last sentence in this paragraph lists .

~collection and analysis of soil samples from boreholes. It must be clarified that this is

the minimum number of samples per borchole The same comment apphes to page
24, paragraph 2.

Section 6.3.2, page 23, paragraph 2. This paragraph discusses the HPGe radiological
survey. It states that at the site concrete must be cored to obtain soil samples under
the concrete. Neither Figure 6-2 nor 6-5 show sample locations on concrete. The
area to be sampled is shown as pavement, presumably asphalt, rather than concrete.
This discrepancy between the text and figures should be clarified.

- Section 6.3.11, page 38, paragraph 1. This paragraph refers to Figure 6-22 however,
- figure 6-11 shows IHSS 147.2 referred to in the text. This needs to be corrected.

~ Although no specific releases have been documented for this IHSS, it seems that

complete characterization of this site cannot be accomplished by two surficial -
soil/depth profile samples and the radiation survey. Due to the fact that little is
known about this site additional sampling must be performed It is recommended to
add a soil gas survey, soil and groundwater screening , temporary well points, and one
borehole/monitoring well. Thickness of the alluvium at this site is less than 10 feet,
so costs involved with the added sampling would be less than other areas. In
addition, data from this 1solated IHSS could be qmte valuable in mapping efforts. ..

Section 6.4.4, gages 41 and 42 Thc SOPs to be developed for collecuon of soﬂ and
groundwater screening samples using the hydraulic probing rig and for measuring
water levels and identifying flow direction using a pneumatic water level indicator -
must be submitted with the final version of this work plan.




45.

46.

47.

48.

49.

50.

Sl.

52.

Section 6.4.6, page 44, third paragraph. The fourth sentence incorrectly references

figure 6-9. The correct figure is 6-12.

Section 6.5.3, Page 51. The text references Table 6.4, when it should reference
Table 6.3.

Section 6.6, Pages 51-52, The Data Management and Reporting Plan presented here
is vague and somewhat confusing. Although it is understood that RFEDS is still
evolving, a more specific and detailed account of data management and reporting
procedures and timeframes is an important part of this work plan and needs to be in
place prior to work plan approval. Clarification of the specific field data parameters
that will be entered into RFEDS by way of example will demonstrate that this aspect
bas been designed prior to startup. In addition, sample tracking report formats from
RFEDS must be included in this workplan as well as some description of the
timeframes involved in generating and distributing these reports.

Section 6, Tab]e 6.1. Overall this table is helpful in presenting a summary of the
IAG required vs. proposcd sampling activities for OU12, however, in certain aspects
it must be clarified and revised. The most confusing portion deals with surficial soil
saroples and associated footnotes a, b, and c. Specifically, these samples need not be
listed twice for IHSS groups 116, 136, 157.2, and 120, but the subsequent analysis
activities must agree with the details specified in the text for each THSS. In addition,
footnote e is incomplete and could not be found in the table.

Section 6, Table 6.5. This table indicates that field blanks are not required for

organics. A justification for not using field blanks for organics must be included in
either the text or with the table,

Section 6, Figure 6-5. In this figure, it appears that there are a few areas that may
nesd added coverage for the radiological survey. One additional location needs to be
added near the southeast comner of building 444, by the ingot open storage area. The
south side of building 447 would be covered better if one of the survey locations were

~ moved north 50 feet. One additional locatxon needs to be added in the unpaved area

northwest of II-ISS 116 1

Section 7, Page 1, first paragra ph Subxmrtal of thxs work plan to EA and CDH .
occum:d on May 8, 1992, not March 8 1992 as stated e
Section 7, Page 1, second paragra Qh Ttus paragraph is suggestmo that lermhy lab
turn-around times may result in missing deadlines that have been set forth in the IAG.
Since this concern is already being presented, it seems appropriate that actions must

be planned now that would initiate and accelerate sampling activities in timeframes
that would allow for longer lab turn-around. Such actions will also benefit




53.

54.

55.

- 56.

preparation of the BRA and are more advantageous to the project as a whole than
merely suggesting that future extensions may be needed. One possibility migbt be to
arrange for necessary permits ahead of time, so that actual field work could begin in
November rather than December. It also seems that less time should elapse between
the screening/sampling activity and drilling phase of field sampling activities.

Section 8.0, Page 2, last paragraph: page 3, first paragraph. The work plan states
that, "The EPA and DOE require a two-phase evaluation for the radiological portion
of the assessment" and, "The implementation of procedures established by the
International Commission on Radiological Protection ICRP) and adopted by the EPA
(is) used to estimate the radiation dose equivalent to bumans from potential exposure
to radionuclides through all pertinent exposure pathways.” This statement is not
accurate. EPA does not currently require the ICRP method to be used, either alone
or in tandem with the methodology presented in RAGS. Indeed, the ICRP method,
because it was developed for occupational exposure and based on a "Reference Man,"
is not entirely appropriate for use at a Superfund site. The reference man is healthy,
20 to 30 years of age, and clearly does not represent the general public that may be
exposed to radionuclides. A more complete description of the disparities between
ICRP and EPA methodology can be found in Transuranium Elements, Volume II,
EPA Office of Radiation Programs. Since the risk assessment is intended for EPA, it
must use EPA-derived procedures. Until the ICRP method is officially adopted by

. EPA Region 8, it must not be included in the risk assessment, except perhaps as an

addendum.

Section 8.0, page 5, third paragraph. The text states, "With DOE'’s future ecological
land use plans for the OQU12 industrial area, future onsite residents are not likely
target populauons DOE’s future plans are irrelevant in a human health risk
assessment. The risk assessment must address the possibility of residents living in the
area. It is plausible that residential development in the area will occur in the next
century when most of the radiological contaminants could still be present. In
addition, it would be inconsistent with other OUs, since a residential-use scenario has
been the conventional assumption. Intentions, regardless of how. altruistic, must not
be included in the quantitative risk assessment. A residential scenario must be
included in the exposure assessment. -

Section 8.0, page 6, second bullet. Dermal exposure to contaminants in soil was
ommed and must bc mcludcd asa possxble exposurc route from surﬁcm soxls
Secnon 8 1 2, gagc 7, sccond paracn'a= ph Aoam the ¢’rounclwc:rk is bemg lald for
activities that may cause delays in the IAG schedule. If additional ground water
investigation activities are anticipated, they must be at least tentatively identified and
scheduled so that the likelihood of delays can be reduced.
- . {
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57.

58.

59.

- Section 8.2.4, page 13, paragraph 2.

Section 8.2.2, page 9, last paragraph. The second sentence delineates TICs that will
be excluded from the Human Health Risk Assessment. This statement seems to be
premature and must be deleted.

Section 8.2.3. page 10, second paragraph. The word "RFP-related” must be removed
from the first sentence. .

Section 8.2.4 page 11, second paragraph. The flow chart and description of the
strategy to be used in the selection of contaminants of concern (COCs) contains major
design flaws. The steps must be rearranged because the order of criteria in the flow
chart is as critical to the selection process as is the specific criteria used to select
COCs. For example, no class A carcinogen should be eliminated from the risk
assessment under any circumstance. However, as presented in the flow chart, known
human carcinogens could be eliminated in the first or second step. A decision must
be made about class A and B carcinogens in the initial screening step.

RAGS states that, "In general, comparison with naturally occurring levels is
applicable only to inorganic chemicals, because the majority of organic chemicals
found at Superfund sites are not naturally occurring.” Accordingly, the elimination of
background chemicals must be limited to inorganic chemicals. Moreover, background
concentrations must be collected from an area minimally impacted by man and must
accurately represent the RFP area. Due to patural variation of geographical regions,
U.S. Geological Survey data should not be used for this purpose, unless it can clearly
be shown that the data were specifically drawn from the area.

RAGS presents the concentration-toxicity screen in great detail. It should be used
instead of the screening step which uses one-tenth health environmental criteria for
elimination. The one-tenth criteria is not an EPA-endorsed methodology.

Section 8.2.4, page 11, paragraph 3. It is stated here that the data will be evaluated
according to RAGS section 5.9.3 to determine if the detection frequency is greater .
than 5 percent. RAGS does not state that 5% is the detection frequency limit - it says

that "any detection limit to be used (e.g. 5%) should be approved by the RFM prior
to using the screen”. S :

This section states that chemicals which are.... .-
essential human elements need not be considered further in the quantitative risk=:.. o 7.
assessment. Prior to eliminating those chemicals, however, they must be shown to be
present at levels that are not associated with adverse health effects. Hence, a
quantitative risk assessment must be performed. In addition to the relatively
innocuous constituents described in the plan, be aware that chemicals such as arsenic
and selenium are also considered essential elements.

11




63.

65.

66.

67.

68.

. Seciign 8.3.1 page 16, paragraph 2. The definition provided for the Reasonable

Maximum Exposure is not exactly correct. Exposure is a function of chemical
concentration, contact rate, exposure frequency and duration, body weight, and
averaging time. The exposure concentration RME is defined as the 95 percent upper
confidence limit on the arithmetic average. The RME for the other components of
exposure cannot be based solely on quantitative information, but also requires the use
of professional judgement.

Section 8.4, pace 20 paragraph 3. The discussion of toxicity values focuses on RfDs
and cancer slope factors with no mention of Inhalation Reference Concentrations
(RfCs). These values will be important when assessing the inhalation pathway or the

volatilization of contaminants from ground water or surface water. They must also be
discussed in this section.

Section 8.4, page 21, paragraph 2. This section discusses the information sources of
toxicity values which are used by EPA. The authors should be aware that there is an
established hierarchy of data sources within EPA. As described in RAGS, the IRIS
system is first, followed by the HEAST, and then toxicity values developed in
consultation with the ECAO Technical Support Center. This section gives the reader
the impression that, other than IRIS, the other sources of information available are

_ equal in quality and preference.

Section 8.5, page 24, paragraph 2. The method presented in this paragraph for
assessing non-cancer health effects is overly aggressive and may be unnecessary.
Hazard Quotients (HQs) are initially the sum of all Hazard Indexes (HIs), regardless
of mechanism of action. Then, if the HQ exceeds 1 the compounds are segregated
based on target organ and mechanism of action. This segregation process can be
complex and time consuming, and should not be undertaken unless it is known that

the sum of all the Hls clearly exceed one.

Section 9.1, page 1, paramg’n If there are no viable ecosystems or natural

habitats presently existing in OU12 as stated here, why is this OU bemg considered

for an ecolocncal preserve”

Section 9.3, page 3, p_aram:gh 3, bullet 1. The work plan states that th_e presence of
target taxa, which are accumulating or concentratinc target analytes, is a criterion for
initiating ecotoxicological studies: The method for determining concentration or

accumulation of chermcals prior to ecotoxrcolovlcal srudles is not clear The cntenoxr '

must be clanﬁed T e e mme e e

Section 9 3, page 3 In the secnon under Ecotomcologrcal Invesuoauons a number
of conditions were presented which would trigger an investigation. What about the
effect of contaminants moving off-site and adversely affecting target taxa?
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69.  Section 9.0, table 9.1. The key of status symbols does not include a definition for 9.
This definition must be provided.

70.  Section 10, Figure 10-1. This figure should be updated with the names of the
personnel who are currently in the positions shown on the chart.
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